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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact temis as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 20-24 and 26-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Claim 20 recites the limitation "a router in communication with the fiber 
optic transceiver and the modem" in line 10 of the claim. Instant specification, as originally 
filed, does not describe the limitation in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

3. Claims 36-46 and 50-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Claim 36 recites the limitation "a router in communication with the fiber 
optic transceiver" in line 5 of the claim. Instant specification, as originally filed, does not 
describe the limitation in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art 
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that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 37-41, 43-46 and 50-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 37 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

7. Claim 40 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 43 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

9. Claim 45 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

10. Claim 50 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

1 1 . Claim 52 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

12. Claim 54 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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13. Claim 56 recites the limitation "The communication network of claim 36" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

15. Claims 1-2, 4-8, 10 and 13-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brownl (U.S. Patent 6,282,405 Bl) in view of Brown2 (U.S. Patent 5,949,327). 

Regarding claim 1, Brownl teaches in FIG. 13 a hybrid communication network 
comprising power line network 132 which is coupled to a telecommunication network 130 via 
coaxiaVfiber interface unit 138. The hybrid communication network allows data to be 
transmitted between the power line network and a fiber network. Brownl teaches in FIG. 2 
transceiver/modem between the network conditioning unit (corresponding to 136 of FIG. 13) and 
the optical network. Application argues, "In fact, the text of Brown does not mention or include 
the word "modem" or "transceiver". It is true that the text of Brownl does not mention or 
include the word "modem" or "transceiver". However, Brown2, granted to the same inventor, 
teaches in FIG. 12 transceiver 1202 and modem 1204. In fact, Brown2 teach in col. 2, lines 45- 
49 transmitter/receiver unit 1203 and modem unit 1204. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the teaching of Brown2 with the hybrid network of Brownl 
because Brown2 simply supplements what Brownl would have considered obvious and, 
therefore, have been omitted. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to include a transceiver/modem for convert data signal form 
one format to another, as taught by Brown2, in the hybrid network of Brownl . Furthermore, 
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Brown2 teaches in col. 5, lines 1-10 that for overcoming the problem of coupling HF 
communications signals across transformers at various voltage levels, a HF by-pass unit is 
preferable provided. 

Regarding claims 2 and 5-6, Brownl teaches coaxial/fiber interface unit 138. 

Regarding claim 4, Brownl teaches in col. 7, lines 10 radio frequency of 1 MHz. 

Regarding claim 7-8 and 18, Brownl teaches in FIG. 13 electric power system. 

Regarding claim 10, Brownl teaches in col. 3, lines 67 low-voltage network of 240 V. 

Regarding claim 13, Brownl teaches in col. 3, lines 67 high-voltage network of 132 KV. 

Regarding claim 14, Brownl teaches in FIG. 13 telecommunications signals 146. 

Regarding claim 15, Brownl teaches in FIG. 13 unit 144. 

Regarding claim 16, Brownl suggests in col. 1, lines 40 that telecommunication signals 
are used for providing telephone services. 

Regarding claim 17, Brown2 teaches in FIG. 14 coaxial cable 1401. 
16. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brownl and 
Brown2 as applied to claims 1-2, 4-8, 10 and 13-18 above, and fiirther in view of Feldman et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,577,414 Bl). 

Brownl and Brown2 have been discussed above in regard to claims 1-2, 4-8, 10 and 13- 
18. The difference between Brownl and Brown2 and the claimed invention is that Brownl and 
Brown2 do not teach Synchronous Optical Network (SONET). However, SONET is well known 
in the art for fransporting optical signals. For example, Feldman et al. teaches in FIG. 2 SONET 
equipment 218 and 233 . One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 
the teaching of Feldman et al. with the modified hybrid communication network of Brownl and 
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Brown2 because SONET has become an industrial standard (it is equivalent to the international 
standard SDH) and is widely used for transporting optical signals in the North America. Thus it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use SONET for the optical signals, as taught by Feldman et al., in the modified hybrid 
communication network of Brownl and Brown2 because SONET has become an industrial 
standard and is widely used for transporting optical signals in the North America. 
17. Claims 20-24, 27-34, 36-39, 43-45, 50, 52, 54-59 and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Brownl (U.S. Patent 6,282,405 Bl) in view of Dhara et al. 
(U.S. Patent 7,203,185 61). 

Regarding claims 20, 36, 58-59 and 61, Brownl teaches in FIG. 13 a hybrid 
communication network comprising power line network 132 which is coupled to a 
telecommunication network 130 via coaxial/fiber interface unit 138. The hybrid communication 
network allows data to be transmitted between the power line network and a fiber network. 
Brownl teaches in FIG. 2 transceiver/modem between the network conditioning unit 
(corresponding to 136 of FIG. 13) and the optical network. Apphcation argues, "In fact, the text 
of Brown does not mention or include the word "modem" or "transceiver". It is true that the text 
of Brownl does not mention or include the word "modem" or "transceiver". However, it is 
understood that to interface an optical network and an electrical network, it is necessary to 
convert between optical and electrical signal using a transceiver and a modem for converting 
signal between baseband and RP using a modem. For example, Dhara et al. teaches in FIG. 1 
headend unit for interfacing between an electrical network 132 or 134 and an optical network 
(optical node 118). Headend unit comprises optical Tx/Rx, modem 120 and router 124. One of 
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ordinary skill in the art would have combined the teaching of Dhara et al. with the hybrid 
communication network of Brown 1 because the combination would have yield predictable 
results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the uivention was made to use optical 
transceiver for converting between optical and electrical signal and use a modem for converting 
signal between baseband and RP, as taught by Dhara et al., in the hybrid communication network 
of Brownl. 

Regarding claim 21, it is understood that an optical transceiver converts optical signal to 
electrical signal. 

Regarding claims 22-23 and 27, it is understood that modem stands for 
modulator/demodulator and modulates/demodulates signal with a carrier. 

Regarding claim 24 and 28, it is understood that optical transceiver converts electrical 
signal to optical signal. 

Regarding claims 29-30, 50 and 52, Brownl teaches in col. 3, lines 67 low- voltage 
network of 240 V. Brownl teaches in FIG. 1 buildings 48. 

Regarding claim 31 and 54-55, Brownl teaches in col. 3, lines 67, medium-voltages 
between 132 KV and 240 V. 

Regarding claim 32 and 56-57, Brownl teaches in col. 3, lines 67 high-voltage network 
of 132KV. 

Regarding claim 33, Brownl teaches in FIG. 13 device 144 for coupling to 
telecommunications signals 146. 
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Regarding claim 34, Brownl suggests in col. 1, lines 40 that telecommunication signals 
are used for providing telephone services. 

Regarding claim 37, Brownl teaches in FIG. 13 interface device 136 for connecting to 
the power system and interface device 144 for connecting to telecommunication signals. 

Regarding claim 38, Browns teaches in FIG. 1 buildings 48. 

Regarding claim 39, Brownl suggests in col. 1, lines 40 that telecommunication signals 
are used for providing telephone services. 

Regarding claim 43, Dhara et al. teaches in FIG. 1 router 146 and CPBTG 142 that 
communicate with the modem. 

Regarding claim 44, a router is a computing device. 

Regarding claim 45, Brownl teaches in FIG. 1 transformer 44. 
18. Claims 26, 35, 40 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brownl and Dhara et al. as applied to claims 20-24, 27-34, 36-39, 43-45, 50, 52, 54-59 and 61 
above, and further in view of and Perkins (U.S. Patent 4,433,284) and Brown2 (U.S. Patent 
5,949,327). 

Brownl and Dhara et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 20-24, 27-34, 36- 
39, 43-45, 50, 52, 54-59 and 61. Regarding claims 26, 40 and 46, the difference between 
Brownl and Dhara et al. and the claimed invention is that Brownl and Dhara et al. do not teach a 
transformer bypass device. Transformer bypass devices are well known in the art. For example, 
Perkins teaches in FIG. 1 a transformer bypass device. Brown2 teach Brown2 teaches in col. 5, 
lines 1-10 that for overcoming the problem of coupling HF communications signals across 
transformers at various voltage levels, a HF by-pass unit is preferable provided. One of ordinary 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/0 1 6,998 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2613 

skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Perkins and Brown2 with 
the modified hybrid communication network of Brownl and Dhara et al. because a transformer 
bypass device couples communication signal across a transformer. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a 
transformer bypass device, as taught by Perkins and Brown2, in the modified hybrid 
communication network of Brownl and Dhara et al. because a transformer bypass device 
couples communication signal across a transformer. 

Regarding claim 35, Brown2 teaches in FIG. 14 coaxial cable 1401. 
19. Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brownl and 
Dhara et al. as applied to claims 20-24, 27-34, 36-39, 43-45, 50, 52, 54-59 and 61 above, and 
further in view of Feldman et al. (U.S. Patent 6,577,414 Bl). 

Brownl and Dhara et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 20-24, 27-34, 36- 
39, 43-45, 50, 52, 54-59 and 61. The difference between Brownl and Dhara et al. and the 
claimed invention is that Brownl and Dhara et al. do not teach Synchronous Optical Network 
(SONET). However, SONET is well known in the art for transporting optical signals. For 
example, Feldman et al. teaches in FIG. 2 SONET equipment 218 and 233. One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Feldman et al. with the 
modified hybrid communication network of Brownl and Dhara et al. because SONET has 
become an industrial standard (it is equivalent to the international standard SDH) and is widely 
used for transporting optical signals in the North America. Thus it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use SONET for the optical 
signals, as taught by Feldman et al., in the modified hybrid communication network of Brownl 
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and Dhara et al. because SONET has become an industrial standard and is widely used for 
transporting optical signals in the North America. 

20. Claims 5 1 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brownl 
and Dhara et al. as applied to claims 20-24, 27-34, 36-39, 43-45, 50, 52, 54-59 and 61 above, and 
further in view of Lehr et al. (U.S. Patent 6,643,566 Bl). 

Brownl and Dhara et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 20-24, 27-34, 36- 
39, 43-45, 50, 52, 54-59 and 61. The difference between Brownl and Dhara et al. and the 
claimed invention is that Brownl and Dhara et al. do not teach routing signal to various low- 
voltage network. Lehr et al. teaches in FIG. 2A a network for routing signals to various 
telephones and computers via router 66. These telephones and computers are likely to be in 
different houses. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teaching of Lehr et al. with the modified hybrid communication network of Brownl and Dhara et 
al. because a router only routes traffic specific to a destination towards the destination and 
reduces traffic toward the destination and keeps data privacy. Thus it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to route traffic specific to a 
destination toward the destination, as taught by Lehr et al., in the modified hybrid 
communication network of Brownl and Dhara et al. 

Response to Arguments 

21. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-8, 10, 13-18, 20-24, 26-41, 43-46, 50-59 
and 61 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shi K. Li whose telephone number is 571 272-303 1 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (7:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on 571 272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

ski 

21 November 2008 



/Shi K. Li/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2613 



